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- ‘Reading/wrxtxng skills of prospectxve elementary and
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areas of the United States were eﬁtmtﬁéa ‘to discover what
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test-performance differences, if. any, occurred among. the 375

{

subjects. Test instruments. included: the Nelson-Denny Reading Test
. (Form D); a €riterion-Referenced Test of Read1ng/Wr1t1ng Competence;
and a rat1ng for evaluating prospect1ve teachers' v1deotaped speech. -
These tests were administered prior to prospective teachers' field
éi@éfléﬁ&és or; roughly, at the end of their-sophomore or beg1nn1ng
of their junidr year. “Pair-wise, comparisons—--sex, level - schools,
skills--revealed that 65 to 80 percent of the subjects ‘were
proficient in basic sk1lls and that, 9651t1ve1y and negatively,:
regional differences did affect pércentages or skills performances.
Implications of subjects' test performances for strengthening future
teacher educat:on programs conclude the report. Also 1nc1uded 1n the
;repbrt gre nine tables. (Authbr/JMK) _ s
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postion or puhcv S T T .
i S rrospectlve teachers alleged lacR of basic skills have attracted pqﬁlic L
. oo : : v
?gi attention (Leiser, l9§f Lyone' 1980) and through media hyperboie, generated .
S0y neéative images of teachers competencé. To(2xam1ne the accuraly of such e
O , DR el S . L Y
PR U ‘ P ”,,:,,,’;7,. [ I S .
(\d charges, Engllsh teacher éducators from seven un1ver§it1es formed a: consortium ol 3 .
o > o 77,77 7,7 o 7 - 7 7.k N . B
@V and ,agreed to'test_basic language skllls (reading,wspeaking; writing)'of th?irf B -
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wJ prospectlve teachers. . AP - : A ~ : , s
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" The. above llsted totals can.also be divided as foliouws: -prospective ele- .
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mentary teachers, lSl; prospectlve secondary teachers, 294. Originally; consortium; ~
members planned to, tedt on}y prospectlve secondary teachers; but some consortlum ‘ B

. I - 4 \ ) ) - 7,- m o . ‘ :
faculty aIso taught prospectlye elementary teachers aﬁd suggested that a . :
_ comparlsoh of test perﬁormances batween the two: groupg mIght be a‘useful'addition )
: ; . : v o I o : - -
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. ~ Cpgsortium members also agreed not to identIfy sehoois in the data which .
: . i B Lt X
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follow beca 1) . comparlsons be%ween general categorIes (sex, level reglons, . T
- 7 ) ) - e
etc.) are. the focUS of this f1rst report and the 1ack of specific informatioﬁ A .
, would make detalled comparisons suspect and 2) comparisons of minimal cutoff :
stores y1eld only general 1nformatlon - ﬁgaln a questanable sougce for maklng \\\
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spec1f1c 1nst1tut}onal comparlsons. oo § S R L
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. Instruments and=Procedures col et o . .
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lcategories:. vocabulary, comprehensIon and total - The CRT measures profess1onal

Examination Board (Kirrie; 1979); hoilistic scores assigned went from l (low);

- setndary,; faie vs:

.~ . . - -3- < . -
R i .
_ B . . ]
- ) : . .
. . s ! ) . ' Al

(ND) Reading Test (Form D); a’ Cviterion-Reﬁerenced Test (GRT) of Reading/Writing
/ .

-

3ating prospective teachers' ideotaped speech. These tests were given prior

-

i , - . ) \ .

sﬁ’ﬁomore or the beginning of their junxor year : i

3.
St

A . N

- ¢ .

* :

'vocabulary, llteral and ﬁpﬁerential comprehen51on, and interpretation of

'

tabular information' ComprehensIon hé&éls are deflned according to Taxonomy
£

b3

ovaeading Comprehension (Barrett, 1972) Barret%-s fodr levels (l} literal;

;5 iﬂferentxal; 3; evaluation; 4, apprec1ation) cbrrespond roughly to Bloom S

ok

‘;Eognitive{leuels (Bloom; l956);' Barrett' s Level 3 was tested through prospective”

teachers' written evaluation of an articie ("What's New in Ability G.r'o"u'pi'n'g?"

v B A S S i o - S .
B. 7. Wilson aig b W; Schmits; Phi Delta Kappan, April 1978). Specifically,, -

<

prospective teachers were asked to read the Kappan article, complete the CRT

Y '— ‘ ’
on~read1ng and then complete the writing sample. The entire procedure was com-
. S : -

A 7 7 7 B s _
pleted by most students within the 75 minute class period: The writing dssess-

N

Sl . F . , : .
to 4 (high). . N c
All éonsoftinm members Eéé&iGéd the foregoing test materials as weii as in-

in structions for administering them to their pros ect1ve teachers Some corn-
p p
. /

; sortium members were unabie to have their subjects: complete all the. prov1ded

' =

materrais but returned whatever materlals were completed. Based

up%é theunevenness of data returned only gross comparIsons (elementary vs:

-
!

in categories Such as: reading; sspeaking and Writing. The N-D total reading—
CUCOff score was set at the 40th percentlle (based upon the publishers
. I : . :
) . r :

N . x (9]
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recommendations). Supplementing the publishers' recommendations were -our

. d .
correlational coefficients between the CRT éﬁd N-D taken by Penn State

" ~ -a !

-

Wi

students (N = 210) over approximately a two-year, period; which. are displayed

- a4 . .

in Table 2, below. - . . . ‘

) insert Table 2 o o >

. about here

N -

Cutoffs scoreb for the CRT were somewhat arbitrarily set at 1 less than maximum
for each;objective ?t a toral of 19 as displayed in Table 3 below: Also dis-

played are mean sgores. of critical varibiles for .quver 200 prospective Penn State
c v : : ' : S : . '

,,,,,,,,,7 R L e e m - - ’ ,,,‘, e — — 7777.177.; K3
secondary teachers over a twb—year‘perlodé .
: i .
' I . -

X . . L e

! -
)" Insert Table 3 o
o N about here ' et

hd — ‘ . .

o\ . . ! - . -
° : — : v T : f

e » -

Writing and speaking cutoffs follow CEEBsrecommendationg for holistic -
: ¢ . . B —_—;Eg?_ '7 éi S :
scoring; that is; 3 of a possible 4; is the minimal acceptable'level of com=

.

petence. . A . ' . . - “

Consortium data collected with. the above-described instruments.were treated

statistically with ‘coaventional computer programs fbr same; namelys, analysis. .

of varitince (ANOVA),Pearson Product-moment Cortelation €oefficient (PPMCR),
) oo < 3 .

and Frequency Analysis with Chi-square (FAWES): ‘.

7 -

, - SR : ST
N The data proyided by the 375 subjects from the seven schools in the condortium,~ -

after treatmgnt by the previously described gtatistical programs; yielded over | -
T ET t by the previously desc : ¥ .

300 pagles-
idnal wisdom: the fact that there were significantly more women than men in

ol - _’_' - N T e e P S s —
~ elementary and secondary education in all consotrtium schools. -While such -infor-

mation seemed obvious, we: felt obligatell to gheck it.

More specifically, for each consortium Schodl, men were compared to. the %

-

-women: by numbers enrolled, by level (elementary vs. secondary) amd by gcores .
) ) ‘ . v , . - « ) . )
achieved on test batteries ((N=D, CRT; writing and speaking); and by total and
N . Ce S . v 7

’ e T i - [ —

. o SR X 4 5
3 -
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percentile scores. Thes% data for each school were-then compared with,every other |,

P
*
v ¢ s, . .

schoot in the consortium by overall performance and by individual tests or sub-

’ o v

tests: (the vocabulary sdore as subtest of the N—D; for example): Sﬂch detailéd,

,‘ . -

comparisons explain why over 366 pages of printouts were: generated e - .
7y d‘ . -
Finally, as mentioped‘previously, not all schools supplied all ta%t ,

data, consequently, many of the tables which’follow have different nms.

PR B .
: . - . -
: . . .

L4 N -
’ »

Resailts - ) T . .- - :
e N " " . *

:,-iu 5 N . L . - -
Generalrzatﬁons ebout tqe prospeptive teachers from the seven schools in thel

\

consortlum are as folloWs‘ about one th1rd to one-fifth of the 375 subjects fall

£ .

below the, K minimal cutbff Sco es tablisred for this study That Judgment varies
£ . :

WIth the particular test used,,}for &x‘ampi_e, less than 1‘5 percent fail to meet the

6
.

~
’

cutoff speech®skill score wheﬁeas 32 pértent fail to meet the CRT score. Where N
SAT scorqs were aVallable (only two schools grovided same) the average score ﬁ.i;t

. . v, «
for prospective ;éachers was 1000. ReadLng sc"es with,standardiZEd (N:D)vtests
vend to be much better ‘than C;T scores.frﬁrg iéctiveuteachers' writiﬁg“ékiiis vary
widely with partlcular 1nst1tut10ns:.but thelr.overjll perfoﬁhance is better than

: ' ~N , SR < '

the populaﬁkgedla 1mply. : ‘,-'“ : o . 4 . k . __;

An overwlew of correlatIonal variables can be fOU” 1in Table 4; below.
y 'n i/\; . .

1corre1ations displayed on Table 5 confirm, for the most part; con-
: ¢ - s '

-

ventional expeptatlons; for example,'that subjects' "wvocabulary" scores gn the N
7/

. < °

N-D imply that better language performance for women/(n 3’252) ‘over mena(n = 118)4.

is probable That same,vocabulary factor 1nfluences comprehensive (comp )
!

-

7and "t%tal" scores within:the N-D frameworg. O\Fer speculations aboqﬁ Slgnif1Cant "

- — - - - . - - - - -\ - - - - - — ‘
variable correlations“will be found ifi.the Dlscu551on section.

7 . O ) : -
A3 -

.

T oo © Insert Table & - I L e
’ w aboiut here - 3

»
-
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Typlcal Gf: the data;generated by statisbxcal treatment, (N-D --_'"vocabutary"

/

C

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

27



’

.

scores) by §656éi§;w6

‘-
'

¢ B

-5- P
ﬁ supplied same is
- Insert Table

AabBout here

As mentioned prewiousiy;

)

numbers 1isted in Tabie

5

sortium schooils’ (Tabie l)

scthis, aﬁd

-N-D t

Table 6

and

: iﬁféféﬁéeé about a given schooi‘s~effecciqn total perCéntages;

4

i T A . . . A
-Tables 7 and 8 present "comprehension' dnd "total” N-D scores;for consortium.:

A .- L . o N 3 . o
keep in mind thatlchevarbicrary cutoff score' for vocdbulary in the

1 40:

the need to

Y

-

is

are not

-

Notice,

-

however,

’

the ‘display in Table 5, below:

#

f?;

not att schools provided all test data, solthe

Cam Nas o i St T )
rMated to the enrollments listed for con- .

the percentage distriblitions among

-

"

El

’

-

-

.

a repredentative égmpie'of the unevenness of tbe data submitted

.

examine,

\

garefully, t

.

. -
v

s

l.

~

/

Insert Table 6
about here

ééﬁééié which provided sime:’

@

. {

3

bqugen,Students f—D stores and thelr:writlng scores.

in Ta

S

<be found- in

..
i
: *
S
.
- .
Mt -
.
-4
.

the Discussion section:

v

"i

.

: F 3
vginfluence on the overall percentages.

Ies 7 and 8 has to be ex&mlned to determine

- -

i Ins%rt Table 7

about here

‘i\-\ .

As expected (see Table 4) there is signlficance

‘Each schccl s percencagéf
3
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assessed (Kirrie, 1979) onty percentages were nsed in examining those basic skills.

13(.

Typlcal ot the records generated %y the pérceptage approach is that’ found in T
Table 9, below:- : ) ., . . 5\7' : 5, S
, L ; N
g ) < Coe -~ ' =~
" i Insert Table 9 : , ) A :
. about here - . ' S )
- " _ - < S . :
~~ - R ' R . -

The! holistic scoring for speech and writing complements "total" N-D scores;

but for che'ﬁéxt_coﬁécrtium assessment, the writing test should be supplemented

with a primary ‘traits te&t Qhéfé'mbfé detaiféd‘sﬁiils —- unity, soherence, emphaéié,
. etc. -- are rited. . . o <N

Discussion * o ™~ | R . <

The unevepiiess of the data prdvigéa by consortinﬁ-scﬁéois'ﬁékes interpre-

.-

tations tentative aﬁd'sﬁbjeCt;to téblé:by:tablé Qﬁélificétions.' Consortium
/ : .

schools which provided data’ in ‘some areisrfalled to provxaE it in other areas:
A

’ “ . .

2 Even where schools were 39ns1stent in providing. daif, the n s varied from test

N
N .

to test. Inferences to'be dfawn from such data tenq to be generaiizedgand to .
. ‘ .. . . - u, n N
provide conventiopal wisdom; or they suggest sampling énigmas which require mote
robust data before significant interpretations cah be made. -
v E [ 4 .
If spite of the. foregolig iimitatioﬁs;;téﬁtétiﬁe‘fiﬁaiﬁgs'oﬁicﬁ can ﬁéi
A ) ’ ﬁ . . M \ . . “ - .o~

suppbrtéd by the consortium data provided até as follows:
oo T 4 B
B M of the consortium;s 375 prospect1ve teachers from seven un1versit1es,

[

o - q - . - \

-V ' I S S T N
. one-fifth to one-third of the total group scoreﬁ below cutoff scores
. . . _ ' ' . ‘ ‘ ,. : R
- + - for miniméi'sﬁills. It,is iﬁportant;to note that ﬁ}é;ﬁééﬁi&é teachers +
- ’ ’ ¢ . .

~ .

who are below citoff Bcores are given the opportunity to reach mlnlmai

- . 2 ~
.
— ——

ce standards or- toy chaﬁge thelr programsﬁ%efore they enter studenﬁ teaching.
. - : \ . . 3 \
‘ ’

2

s N . ..
1acking minifal competency in basic skills: Those who fail to complete
‘\‘1
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(3) differences in writing by sex (p:” :53) were not significant, and thj;

(4) vocabulary scores; by level; favor prosﬁective‘éeécnaary;§v5r elementaty

(5)

- i, . -7- 4 » -

Au . » i v

S’ ' ‘ -
e v s

_ -
v -

LY

to make minimal cutoff scoves are couﬁsgiéa}:whéré p6§§iﬁié,.iﬁﬁd_ 0
prdgrémg btﬁérgtﬁéhitééckiﬁg.l | |
in spite of the aimqét common siio-thidrd of éémﬁiéyﬁéiéﬁ ¢Ut6£f;§§bjé§
in all tﬁé'ﬁééic skills tests, there are some widely divergent gop=

, v

O S [N A "
tributions to that fraction from consortium schools. In some cases)’ -

- the remedial program or who veluntarily leave the program after Tailing

i ) X r

prospettive elementary teachers in' ofg or two schools negatively skew «.

- -

the oyerall .yariable.(N-D "comprehension" scoresy for example); in
o . ; N - —— A - ° .

other cases the better performance of ﬁ}dégéctiiéiéiéﬁéﬁtary_téééhers
(writing,.for example) skew pér;éhtagés in é,ﬁasitiVé dirébti?ﬁ, de=
péﬁaiﬁg'ﬁpcﬁzthé schools which submit tﬁé data; that is, préngCtiyé
elementary téééﬁété)frbm schools with high admission étéﬁdﬁiﬁéf@;ité

jas .

P

better than .students from Schoold without such Standards ang thereby

change overall percentages for assessment 6£.Qtitiﬁg'§ki}1éL‘

v

finding for this study; is contrary to the Sterectype of woiien's Batter

,,,,,,,,, o - A

langugge skills: o o 4

A

A B S .
E;ééﬁé?é; again; that contrary finding (because there are more womer '

J : bl

in elementary edutation) may be a function of the diversifiedirange of

subjects required of prospective'secondary teachers. = -

holistic test scores for speech (where a score of 2 or below is con-"
) ,,,_~‘—-,;4,, ’ 77757 T 7 7; o ) s . Lo .-.7.14 ) . ] &
. sidered unsatisfactory) significantly. favor prospectiveét*secondary

(80 percent above the "2" score) over elementary (60.percent above th

"2Y score) teachers. This finding is analagous to the Penn . | A¢

‘State study (Dupuis and Fagan, 1983) where 85 pergent of prospect®ve

secondary teachers (n = 107) scored above the "2" level.

- i %

[
-
\
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5 . .

p difficult. Researchers at some consortium schools werg given no helg at all-ing

‘e La

‘ carrylng .out the basic skills testing program, researqhers at' cﬁaééiéchocis]'

r - - - - o

' ' »” -
4 had ‘to use their own time and money in coliecting and forwarding data they. -

’

Ty " ’-

.wegg-constantly rem1nded not to allow the . schoot > be identified and in orie case,

- '

’ g : - . r

that feax of 1dentificatlon cansed a prospectIve consortium school to.withdraw
v .. from the studyébecause of an administratorfs request : . wooe

-~ " Givén such,o pos1tion from Coliege of EducatIo dministrators, our\hext stey
P P

S

X o~
. in this longitudin l stud§{of prospectIve teachers baslc,skills may be' even more .*

- ¥ ~ 1 . - ._5 ’ \,
difficult. That Qext step~is to- have students from other- colleges within PREEEEE <g‘- .

SRS U S . R N
consortigm sthools,(tibera%gﬁrts; Science; Human Development§;take the basic . : -
s ,,,,,,,:;,,,,, ) ) . o o : . '
- skills tests and;,ideaiiy;,have,those schools provide us with S.A.T. scores so

‘that test- performance comparisons between theit magors in-a d1sc1p11ne and\

A -

- .

X prospectlve teachers of those dISCIplInes can be made: ;We are pessimiscic about

v

0 e "3 : stic about -

N ' - - N

‘ much to offset public dlsiliusxonment about the quality of prospectiveir
S _

In a;related study which examIned the qualifications of Colfege of

4 ir

" s when adjustments are,made for class cha;aife;;;tics“and
b ' ' -
competencies (such as S:A:T: scores and high school; G.P.A.); th
i, ,’,, ,,,,,:,V:E L ,,': Al
Coellege of Education does not dIffer, 51gn1f1cantly, from\seven

. 1In other word§;‘the media's insistence that brospective teachers are the
PRI : :

worst,ot tollege popui?txons is a categorical Judgment which needs qua11f1catlon s
-~ - - -~ <

from iwstxtutign to ihatitution: More spec1f1cally,~adm1n1strators in all i

colieges --'not Jusq/ﬁducation - néed to ‘examine the basic skllls of'f%elr

A

’

L
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